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REMARKS 

The present response is intended to be fully responsive to all points of objection 
and/or rejection raised by the Examiner and is believed to place the application in condition 
for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the application is respectfully 
requested. 

Applicants assert that the present invention is new, non-obvious and useful. Prompt 
consideration and allowance of the claims is respectfully requested. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 20 - 32 are pending in the application. Claims 20 - 32 have been rejected. 
Claims 20, 22, 25, 28 and 32 have been amended. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS 

35 U.S.C. § 112 Rejections 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite. 

Claim 22 has been amended as suggested by the Examiner. 

Applicants request withdrawal of this rejection. 

35 U.S.C. § 103 Rejections 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 20 - 32 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a), as being unpatentable over Stammler et al. (US 6,839,670) in view of Brown et al. 

Claim 20 recites: 
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a feature command speech recognition unit to perform recognition of a user 
command requesting a non-dialing feature of said device; (claim 20, lines 2 - 3) 

Stammler et al. do not teach nor suggest performing speech recognition for non- 
dialing features. The addition of Brown et al. does not help because Brown et al. ties the 
choice of recognizer to the current prompt and not to a feature of the phone. In Table 1, 
Brown et al. lists a set of prompts and the recognizers that are associated with the prompts. 
All of the prompts are part of an airline reservation and information system, which may be 
considered a single feature. Thus, Brown et al. does not show: 

"at least two speech recognition engines each specific to one non-dialing 
feature of the device to perform recognition on a voice input" (claim 20, lines 4-5) 

A similar argument holds for claim 28. Neither Stammler et al. nor Brown et al. 

show: 

"at least two speech recognition engines each specific to one non-dialing 
feature of the device to perform recognition on a voice input" (claim 28, lines 
2-3) 

None of the speech recognition engines in Brown et al. or in Stammler et al. are 
specific to a non-dialing feature of the device. Furthermore, neither Stammler et al. nor 
Brown et al. teach or suggest having at least two speech recognition engines each specific 
to one non-dialing feature of the device. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully assert that amended independent claims 20 
and 28 are allowable. Claims 21-27 and 29 - 32 depend directly or indirectly from claims 
20 and 28 and therefore include all the limitations of those claims. Therefore, Applicants 
respectfully assert that claims 21-27 and 29 - 32 are likewise allowable. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections to claims 20 - 32. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, the pending claims are deemed 
to be allowable. Their favorable reconsideration and allowance is respectfully requested. 

Should the Examiner have any question or comment as to the form, content or entry 
of this Amendment, the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone 
number below. Similarly, if there are any further issues yet to be resolved to advance the 
prosecution of this application to issue, the Examiner is requested to telephone the 
undersigned counsel. 



Dated: October 6, 2005 

ALPHAPATENT ASSOCIATES LTD. 
P.O.B. 2345 

BEIT SHEMESH, ISRAEL 99544 
TEL. (US) 516-620-4573 
FAX. (US) 306-37406672 
dswirskv@alphapatent.com 




Respectfully submitted, 



Daniel J. Swirsky 
Agent for Applicant(s) 
Registration No. 45,148 



